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Harvard Square Kiosk016 o
Summary

TheHarvard Square Kioslconstructed in 19228 by the Bston Elevated Railwagnd then recon-
structed ané@daptively reused as a newsstan@981-84, is significant for its architecture and

method of construction, and for its associations with the suburban and commercial development of
Cambridge in the #9and 28" centurieslt is a rare and distinctive arple of a specialized early
twentiethcentury transportation structure that has been adaptively reused for commercial purposes.
The kiosk is significant for its associations with architects Blackall, Clapp & Whittemore and M.I.T.
civil engineering profess Charles B. Breed'he building is also culturallgignificant as the central
identifying structure in an area associated with Harvard University.

TheHistorical Commissiomeceived a petition seeking landmark designation of the kiosk in Sep-
tember 2016Despite the fact that the structure was already protected by the Harvard Square Con-
servation District under Ch. 2.78, Art. 11l of the City Code, the Commission voted to initiate the re-
guested study on November 3, 20T6e proposed designation was reviewegdublic hearings on
September 7 and October 5, 2017, and the Final Landmark Designation Report and recommendation
was approved on [XXXXXX, XX, XXXX]

Designation of the Harvard Square Kiosk will not alterifigtorical Commissiod s cur r ent j
tion over alterations to the publiclisible exterior features of the building. Proposed alterations will
still requireHistorical Commissiotissuance o€ertificates of AppropriatenessNon-Applicability,

or Hardship. The historical backgrouimcthis reportis intended to increase awareness of the history
and significance of the building, while the proposed goals and guidelines will inform future deci-
sions about alterations

[The redlined text reflects significant revisions to the draft discussed at thegheai©ctober 5.
The Commission agreed to publish a revised draft on October 10 and hold the record open until Oc-
tober 16, after which the final report will be forwarded to the City Council. The document will be
reformatted when all revisions have beeruded]

Charles Sullivan
Cambridge Historical Commission
October 12, 2017







Draft Final Landmark Designation Report

Harvard Square Kiosk
0 Harvard Square, Cambridge, Mass.

|. Location andRegulatory Status

A. Address andParcelinformation

TheHarwvard Square Kiosis locatedat the intersection dlassachusetts Avenug&ohn F. Kennedy
Street, and Brattle Stredt containsa single onestorybrick building on al,350square foot lot. The
assessed value for the building (MEgS, Parcel 2), ecording to the current chne real estate
commitment list, is 652,400. No value is assigned to the lot, which is owned by the City of Cam-
bridgeand surrounded on all sides by public ways
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Harvard Square KiosK he proposed designation includes s e sMap 53%Psircel 2and an area of the plaza extend-
ing ten feet beyond the drip | i neCitpdfCantdridge GISAugustROlt e ds r



B. Ownership and Occupancy

TheHarvard Square Kiosis owned bythe City of Cambridgewhichtook title from the Massachu-
setts Bay Transportation Authority 1983 The premises are leased to the Muckey Corporation,
which operates a neatandand does business as Out of Town News

C. Zoning

TheHarvard Square Kiosis located in &8usiness BRlistrict, in whch all types obusinesses, gen-
eral retail, andtducational, institutional, araffice uses are permittedThis district allowsdevel-
opment up t@4.0 FAR with an 80foot height limit The site isalso governed bthe Harvard
Square Overlay Districivhich was established to achieve the following general purposes:

to augment existing zoning regulations to respond to the unique problems and pressures for
change particular to the Harvard Square area. The regulations contained in said section pro-
vide for nore careful public scrutiny of development proposals that may alter the established
urban form of the Harvard Square area. These regulations are intended to channel the extreme
development pressures in ways which will preserve and enhance the uniqunflrestivi-
ronment and visual character of Harvard Square; to mitigate the functional impacts of new
development on adjacent residential neighborhoods; to maintain the present diversity of de-
velopment and open space patterns and building scales and agespavide sufficient
regulatory flexibility to advance the general purposes of this Section 20.52. The additional
flexibility granted to development within the Harvard Square Historic Overlay District is in-
tended to facilitate the protection and enharex@nof the historic resources and character of
Harvard Square while not unreasonably limiting the opportunities for appropriate contempo-
rary changes to the built environment in the Harvard Square @agabfidge Zoning Code,
§20.52).

Certain developmentrpposaldan the Overlay District arsubject to a Development Consultation
Procedureln the case of the kiosk, these will probably fall into the categoaysofiall Project Re-
view (819.42).Small ProjecReviews are conductdyy the staff of the Communityevelopment
Departmentn consultation with other city agencies and must be completed within five days of re-
ceipt Three of the enumerated potential alterations might conceivably &piblg kiosk

(3) any exterior building alteration increasing grdssf area by one hundré#l00) square
feet or more(5) erection of a sigrand(6) any other exterior building alteration facing a
street but not including paintingrick repointing or masonry repairs, building cleaning, gut-
ter replacement @imilar rodine repair, replacement, or maintenance

Large Project Reviesare required fonewconstructiorof 2,000 square feet or moaaedarecon-
ducted by the Harvard Square Advisory Commi(g&d®.43) Given the size of the kiosk ,350sq.
ft.), thisrequiremenis notlikely to apply.

In the event that a special permit or variance is required, the following criteria will apply:

In reviewing applications for variances, special permits or development consultation reviews
the permit or special permit grantingthority or the Harvard Square Advisory Committee

shall be guided by the objectives and criteria contained in the publittdivard Square
Development Guideling®ocument complied from th&uidelines for Development and His-

1 The table of use regulations in the Cambridge Zoning C8480) enumerates dozens of upesmitted af-right, by
special permit, or not at allhe current use as a newsstand is a permitted use.



toric Preservation as contaiddan the Final Report of the Harvard Square Neighborhood
Conservation District Study Commitietated November 29, 2000 and Hervard Square
Development Guideline4986], in addition to the requirements of Sections 10.30 (Variances)
and 10.40 (SpecialdPmits) and this Section 20.50. These guidelines are also intended to as-
sist in shaping any contemplated physical change within the Harvard Square Overlay District.
(820.53.2)

The Overlay Districtontains special provisions for buildings that are indiglty listed on théNa-
tional Registepof Historic Placesbut thesgertain to the inclusion of retail uses in a base residential
or office districtwhere they are not otherwise permitted.

D. Historic PreservatioBtatus

In 197677 theHarvard Square KeEkwa s t hr eat e n e pglopdsegd extedmszon @8iBRed 6 s
Line subway; initial plans called for its replacement with a new headhths€ambridge Histori-

cal CommissiorfCHC) nominated the kiosk to tHgational Registeof Historic Places in 1977, and
the Department of the Interior approved the listing on January 30,21978.

The effect ofa National Registelisting is that any proposed Federal Statefunded, licensed or
permitted activity affecting the kiosk must be reviewed byMlassachusetts Bliorical Commission
(MHC) to determine whether the structure would be adversely affected, and if so to negotiate appro-
priate mitigationNational Registestatushasno effect on nonFederal onon-State activitiesln the

case of the kiosk, the MBTA quiltkagreed to preserve the structure. Working hti Chicago of-

fice of Skidmore, Owings & Merrillits architectural consultants, the MBTA developed a plan to
dismantle the structure during station reconstruction and rebuild it as a newsstand on apgyoxima

its original locationThis approach was finalized in a Memorandum of Agreement between the U.S.
Advisory Council orHistoric Preservatiarthe MBTA and the CHC on August 4, 1977.

The MBTA transferred ownership of the Harvard Square Kavgkthe supunding plazdo the

City of Cambridge soon after completion of the surface improvements irR80&3ut of Town
News(OOTN), at that time owned by Sheldon Cohiemmediatelyoccupied the propertyVhile the

OOT N6 s leaseomitted arly provision folurther review of alterations to the building, Mr. Co-

hen sough€CHC staff approval on several occasions. These included installatextesfor light fix-

tures and anetal track and fabric weather curtainJemuaryl99Q and some alterations a few month
laterassoci ated with Cohendés decision to close a
tional magazine sales facilitidd/hen Hudson News succeeded Cohen in 1994 the new lease re-
quired CHC approval of future alterations, a provision thankeasr been exerciséd.

In 2000, the City Council designated Harvard Square as a conservation district under Ch. 2.78, Arti-
cle 11l of the City Code. The effect tiis designation means that no activity can be undertaken, and
no building permit can be issd, that would affect the publicly visible exterior features of any struc-
ture in the district without prior review and approval by @@nbridge Historical Commissiomhe

Commi ssionbds jurisdiction is subj eonforming sever
signs, exterior colors, and normal maintenance activities, but in general extends to every visible as-
pect of a buildingbs fabric, i rconfoumohg siggs. wal | s,

2The kiosk was subsumed within the Harvard Sqidatonal Register Distriadn April 13, 1982, but maintains its in-

dividual listing.

31n 1994 tle Commission decided not to act on a citizen petition to consider landmark designation because the new lease
was considered to have the sametectiveeffect.
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The CHC grant€ertificates of Appropriatenes$sr projects in the Harvard Square Conservation
District that 1t finds to be appr opamoagtotheror n
things, the historic and architectural value and significance of the site or structure, the general de-
sign,arrangement, texture and material of the features involved, and the relation of such features to
similar features of structures in the surrounding area. In the case of new construction or additions to
existing structures [the]Jcommission shall consideraihyropriateness of the size and shape of the
structure both in relation to the land area upon which the structure is situated and to structures in the
vicinity éo (2.78.220). Decisions are made in
and$ andards for Reviewd contained in the Order
and guidelines in the i MNeighhorhood Egnsenvdtion ®iktrict he Ha
Study Committeeo dated Novembemrhasyfntedan@fifd. Si n
catefor the kiosk, for restoring masonry damaged in an automobile accident in 2013.

In 2014 theCommunity Development Departmeartd theHarvard Square Business Association
published theHarvard Square Vision Plaprepared byarners for Public Spaces (PP8), i n o n -
profit planning, design and educational organization dedicated to helping people create and sustain
public spaces that PeS$veldsitey Withoegagdea the&iosk)y PRSirdc-t i e s
ommended opening up thewcture to increase its visibility, adding food and/or information ser-

vices, and installing architectural lighting.

In 2015 the City Councillirectedthe City Manageto implement the recommendations of the plan
City staff (including representatives oPW, CDD, and CHC) began meetingcansidercapital
improvements for the kiosk and the plaza, reflecér@jty Council appropriation &2.6 million in
FY17 and an additional $2 million planned for FY Halvorson Associates was retained to study
the plaa, whilearchitectTed Galantgreparedseveral conceptual designs that showed how the ki-
osk could be adapted as a genraipose public space.

During this process CHC staff successfully insisted on two fundamental principles: that all original
materialthat remained after the conversion to a newsstand in 1983 should be preserved, and that
there should be no additional enclosure of the strucidrer many rounds of discussion about al-
ternatives thatemoved original fabricenclosed additional spaa® added features to the exterior or

roof of the structure, Galante prepared a renderingdpatsergda preservation approach in which

all original building fabric would remaiand be restoredt showedglass where it was historically

used or where it auld be needed to enclose the staircase entrances that are now occupied by maga-
zine racks. Lightingvas shown for illustrative purposeBhe rendering was a conceptual scheme
submitted for discussion by the city staff; it did not represent an actual dggigrach because the
ulti mate use of the buil di ng elbagedtherendering@athen d et
summer of 2016 was not authorized by the City



Conceptuatestoratiorrenderinghighlighting remaining original fabrie——— GalanteAr-
chitecture Studio, 2016

City staff suspended design activities for the kiosk in late spring R€d&use of uncertainty about

its ultimate useln the spring of 2017 City Manager appoietla Harvard Square Kiosknd Plaza
Working Group tgorovide canmunity input, andluly the city retainedPPS againo guide the pro-

cess of finding appropriate uses for the kiosk and the [@iREE will provide expertise in public

space programming and community engagement around placemaking initiatives to the Working
Group process and will work with City staff and the Working Group to develop reeadations
fortheusegover nance, and operation of the Harvard

Meanwhile, m September 28, 2016 Commission staff received a petitio e que st i ng, 1t
bridge Historical Commission initiate with all possible haste the process of designating the Harvard
Square Kiosk as a protected | andmark of the C
inal hard copy petition wereevified by the Election Commission and a public heawagsched-

uled for November 3. In addition to the submitted petition, an online petitiorsaid-to-havae-

ceivedyith overd;304l,800signatureso datewas circulated on change.dt@t the hearingon No-

vember 3 numerous citizens expressed concern about the future of thédidsgie reservations

about the duplicative nature of landmarking a structure that was already protected by the Harvard
Square Conservation District, the Commission vot€@ddinitiate the study.

Historical Commission staff presented a draft landmark designation report at a public hearing on
September 7, 201Beveral nembers of the publiobjected tadhe design approach represented by
the Galante renderingtaff respondecdhtt the renderingnerelyillustrated how the building might
look if all the 1983 alterations were remov@dtherssuggested that the soudw wall be rebuilt as
originally designed; favored preservation of the exterior pendant light fixtures; and advaate
stallation of the original wire glass. Further discussion clarified thatekignation would protect
thekiosk in its present statbut that the designation reparbuld identify inappropriate elements to
guide future reviews. Interior featuresn@anot subject to Commission jurisdiction. The Kiosk and
Plaza Working Group would help determine the future use of the building; the natioecuske
would determine the architectural program for the kiddkthosewho testified supported landmark
desgnation.

4 https://lwww.change.org/p/cambridtéstoricalcommissiorsupportlandmarkdesignatiorfor-the-harvard
squarekiosk



https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.change.org%2Fp%2Fcambridge-historical-commission-support-landmark-designation-for-the-harvard-square-kiosk&data=02%7C01%7Csburks%40cambridgema.gov%7Cf87ce17bbdbe43c99d3708d50d0b21f1%7Cc06a8be784794d73b35193bc9ba8295c%7C0%7C0%7C636429263842110806&sdata=cpQBaI4hgMu8WsXIAdZy3COS8wFuf7HUDj0UhKHcMq0%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.change.org%2Fp%2Fcambridge-historical-commission-support-landmark-designation-for-the-harvard-square-kiosk&data=02%7C01%7Csburks%40cambridgema.gov%7Cf87ce17bbdbe43c99d3708d50d0b21f1%7Cc06a8be784794d73b35193bc9ba8295c%7C0%7C0%7C636429263842110806&sdata=cpQBaI4hgMu8WsXIAdZy3COS8wFuf7HUDj0UhKHcMq0%3D&reserved=0
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At the conclusion of the September 7 hearing the Commission continued the hearing until October 5
and solicited further comments from members of the public. Substantive conabeutthe desig-
nation reporivere submitted by Suzanne Blier, Magil®leyer, and James Williamson.

{_Suzanne Blier criticized the Commission for apparently accepting the Galante rendering as
its vision of an appropriate redesign for
ki osko6s] hi st or ssiblei spedifically¢che awndod millierss,|lightang, ang o
other historic interior and exterior features.

{_Marilee Meyeralso criticized the Galante renderimggorrecthrassuming that it represented
a favored design direction. She advocated preservati@tonstruction of the brick wall at
the south elevation, thebeado ar d wooden cei ling, the cop
priate 1950s60s industrial light fixtureethesemic i r cul ar fAHar vard Sq
original verticallydivided glazim.

1 James Williamsowcontributeda number okditorial commentsn the draftincluding specif-
ic language strengthening the guidelines in the areas of glazing, magazine racks, and ventila-
tion equipment.

Many of thesecomments were incorporated into the draport.At the October Hearing the
Commission hearduggestions for making the report more specific and prescriptive. These com-
mentsfell into the following general areas:

91__Specificity. Commenters addressed the disused handicapped ramp on the saittiheide
building; the presence and appropriateness of the interior signs; the proliferation of signage
on the exteriorrooftop signsthe character of the 1980s glazing systra possible reuse of
the kiosk as a headhouseidthe omission of the cashied s .b oot h

Mostof these comments have been incorporated into the current draft.

1 _Prescriptive languag€ommenters stated a preference for stronger langiiagas stated
thatsubstitutingi pr ef er r ed 0 Wwauld stréngthen thaiguidelnesd o

The guidelims have beenlarified where appropriate  but substi tuting #f
choice when in fact there are at present no choices before the Commission.

1 Designation of a period of significancgeveral commenters advocated restorindkibsk to
a particular state.

The kiosk has two periods of significanasa headhouseriginally designed in 19228,

and as adaptively reused and returned to service as a newssth@84mrhe function of the
headhousevas tocover theseparate flights oftairs leading to the subway; it was open to

the weather on one side and canhetrestored to that state in a manner consistent with any
contemporarypurposeA landmarkis designated in its present state, and an owner cannot be
compelled to backdate atter the structure in any particular wayandmarkdesignaion

will address the appropriateness of future alterationgart by evaluating the significance

oft h e kcurerd fediuses

1 Allowing the future use to dictate the desi@ummentersaidthat the future design of the
kiosk should be determined by the landmark designation processhijgeted to allowin@gn
unknown future us# dictate changes to the building.

Landmark designation cannot determine the use to which a building will bBezitination




canprotect certain elements of a buildidgyt cannot arbitrarily preclude appropriate

changes that might b&oposed in the futurd he kiosk as designated can continue to be
usedasaewsstang t he bui | di n gwilldebhsadonremnuesdationgwh i ¢ h
the Kiosk and Plaz®orking Group, mapromptan application for modificationthat can-

not be foeseen at present.

E. Area Description

The Harvard Square Kiosk occupies a site in the center of Harvard Squarettuee tfaditional
business districts in the cjty lies between Harvard Yard on the east and commercial activities on
the west and south. Historically, the kiosk occupied a small traffic island that it shared with a free-
standing newsstand. During constiian of the Red Line subway extension in 1828the recon-
structed kiosk was placed on a large new plaza adjacent to a new headhouse.

F. Planning Issues

The center oHarvard Square has long been an area of special planning cofteerollowing are
among the many issues currently under discussion:

1 Traffic and transportation issues traditionally domingtkeahs for Harvard Square propéut
the extension of the Red Line subway largely eliminated ajomend passenger transfers to
buses and relatedrset improvements eased traffic flow

1 Pedestriamssues have been addressed repeatedly, but some interfaces are awkwardly ar-
ranged;

1 The physical limitations of the plaza, which was constructed in 1983, have been addressed in
piecemeal fashion and are amtly the subject of study. Awkward changes in grade, chaotic
pedestrian flow patterns, conflicting activitig®or choices of materialand (until recently)
limited seating options are among the concerns;

Public use of the plaza, including programmingdommunity events;

1 Future use of the kiosk, which has been operated as a newsstand since 1983. The decline of
print media has meant that the operator sells a greater proportion of souvenirs and related
products than before. The possibility of reprogramgnhe kiosk for other public or com-
mercial uses is currently under stuzlytheCommunity Development Departmena the
City Managerappointed Kiosk and Plaza Working Group

The most recent relevant study of planning issues around the kioskHartreed Square Vision
Studyprepared by the Cambridge Community Development Department and the Harvard Square
Business Association in 2014.

Il. History

Harvard Square became a transportation hub soon after the opening of the West Boston (Longfel-
low) Bridge n 1793. Thisvasthe most direct route to Boston from towns to the west and northwest
anddrewtraffic through Cambridgdéom westerrMassachusetts, Vermont and New Hampshire. By
the 1840s horsdrawn omnibuses were leaving the Square for Boston evesgrifininutes

throughout the day. The introduction of horsecar service in 1854 reinforced this trend, and soon car
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lines from Newton, Waltham, Watertown and Arlington brought travédetise SquareAfter elec-
tric streetcars were introduced in 1&89manyas 20,00eoplechanged cars on summer Surglay

Planning for rapid transit, in the form of an elevated railway with a terminal on Mt. Auburn Street
(to avoid disturbing Harvard Yard), beganli®97. The city rejected this idea, amd1909the Bos-

ton Elevated Railway(a private companyegarnwork on asubwaywith a terminal statiomnder
Harvard Square. When construction ended three years later the press marveled ah#dazlheuse
which had been designed with the participation of an elite committeead architects

————— _— - =

Harvard Square in 1912. The new headhouse was |n|t|aIIy con5|dered to be an ornament to the Square, but the design
was hazardous to pedestrians and converging automobiles and strédicang of Congress

The solid brickand grani structure was initially hailed for its dignified architecture, but it was soon
perceived as a hazard for pedestrians and automobile Bd@ifiie streetcar tracks on each side left

little room for other traffic, drivers could not see vehicles approadmngpnverging streets, and
pedestrians were left at risk by the absencgd#walks. Thé® | anni ng Board call e
i nconvenient, an dCaembritge €rimuméJune 21,4 91 9)deHaruasdGquére

Busi nessmen6s Albng fordts ramovaldnnl918aadyaaked the &ambridge firm of
Newhall & Blevins fAito prepare a plan reducing
people may | ook over the top an€amyidge Clwamield i s
March 15, 1919%.The City Council concurrednd the legislature seetheympathetic, but after an
extensive engineering analysis assachusett®epartment of Public Utilities (DPU) found that it

was impractical or impossible to build adequate entmaetsewhererhe DPU concluded thatthe
taxpayers of Cambridge wished to provide fAa |
tureo they should be allowed to do so, but ne
passengers shoul burdened with the expengghfonicle,Jan. 22, 1921).

Theidea of a more transparent replacement structure was discussed by the DPU in 192firtut the
practical plan for replacement of the kiosk came from Charles B. Breed- (8589, professor of

railway and highway engineeringatM..T. i n a speech to the Harvard
ciation inMarch1925. Prof. Breed said the footprint of the station could be reduced by about 80%.
He fAproposed to tear t he cverahe deareased ar@arby acanopy h e
eight feet high at t he €ElaonielsMaaxm2d, 1929)At feasteone hi g h
of the staircases would be covered with a concrete hatch that could be opened during days of peak

5 The function of a headhouse in this context is to provide weather protection for staing keattie station below.
8 This plan has ndteen found
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travel. This wouldprovide more room around the station and allow relocation of some of the car
tracks.The Association then retained Breed to represent them in the design process.

On April 30, 1925 the legislature authadthe Department of Public Utilitie® approve plas for a

new headhouse. The city, which would also have to approve the plans, paid half the estimated cost o
$30,000 in advance; the Commonwealth then lent that sum to the Elevated Company so it could pay
its share.

In July 1925the Public Utilities Comnssion reviewed two models, one prepared by Prof. Breed and
the other bgnghepe&lremgtetdatdf. Breedds model [
El evatedds has not been found, but i tobablys sai
because the company wished to retain both original staircases. The commissioners asked Breed to
return with an updated design that reflected

Br e e d 0 splamweuwidi havered

tained the granite walls arod the two
staircases and supported a canopy on
eight concrete pillar
the only obstruction to a clear view
through the structur e
(Chronicle,Oct. 25, 1925). The foot-

print of the proposed structure would be

17 by 25 feetThere would be no en-

closed shelter for passengers. A render-

ing of this version has not been found.

The Public Utility Commissioners ap-
provedadesign in the spring of 1926,
but Mayor Edward Quinn, apparently
= dissatisfied, sought outside advice and
' = T did notsend the appropriation to the
AiPpresent structure and model]| City Council until Augustl926. Con-
((:ﬁ).gs " eneed ot e e 'g C‘i‘%iid'gegsrl . structionfollowed a year laterOn Oct
Tribune.Aua. 1. 1925 21, 1927the DPU awarded the contract
to the Guiney & Hanson Construction
Company of Boston, which had bid $15,950 and promised to complete the ihurk30 days.

Work started on November 21 and veasnpletedn Januaryl928

The final design of the headhouse displayed considerably more attention to architectural considera-
tions than Br e e dbhesarchiteauralmfienrof Beackall, Cégb&e\Whitteamiorere-

fined the design and nde it compatible with the Georgian Revival architecture that characterized

most new buildings in Harvard Square in the earfy @ntury. Steel columns, rather thzoncrete

pillars, were clad in alternating bandsdark waterstruck brick and limestone in a pattern that re-
sembleseverahearbygates of Harvard Yard. A thin, coppeasiad roof comprised of intersecting
barrel wvaults repl acedWiRglaeesphrtels fillékdithe spacesdhétwirann d v
columns from the low perimeter walls to the roof. llluminated copper panels witHibeayk letters
designated the building as Harvard Station.
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Rendering of remodeled subway structure (Blackall, Clapp & Whittemore, architeatshridge Tribunef-eb. 4, 1928

It is not cleawho retaine®B| ackal | 6s fir m. -1842awmascapomaine® Came k a | |
bridge resident who had helped form the Cambridge Municipal Art Society in 1904 and served as the
first chair of the Board of Zoning Appeal. Thenii designed numerous residences, apartment hous-

es, commercial buildings and theaters throughout the Boston area. The press gave Prof. Breed the
credit, but as a civil engineer he would not have hiedesigrer. In its report for 192728 the
PlanningBoad sai d it had helped the mayor select i
no record has been fourithe constructiordrawings were prepared by the Engineering Department

of the Boston Elevated Company and bear the signature of William J., KG¥eéé Engineer
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Demolition plan, 1927Green = glass partitions around stairs to regraimk = brick structure to be removed
The top of the plan is oriented toward the Coop. BERYy Collection, CHC

When seen in plan it is apparent that every effort was made to preserve the functionality of the origi-
nal kiosk. The entrance and exit stairs and the escalator were preserved intact and low brick walls
were built around them, definingetootprint of the new gicture.The scale of the new kiosk was

much smaller than the original, as can be seen on a sectional view.
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